Scholarly impact is typically conceptualized and measured as an internal exchange that occurs among researchers in the form of citations in journal articles. We offer an expanded conceptualization and measurement of scholarly impact by investigating knowledge transfer to a critical management education constituency: students. To do so, we investigated which sources (e.g., peer-reviewed journals, business periodicals); individual items (e.g., journal articles, book chapters); and authors are most frequently cited in 38 widely used organizational behavior, human resource management, strategic management, and general management undergraduate-level textbooks. By extracting all endnotes and references, we created a database including 7,445 sources, 33,719 articles and book chapters, and 32,981 authors (and their affiliations) cited at least once. Results showed a weak relationship between journals, articles, and authors cited most frequently in journals and those most frequently cited in textbooks. We also found that students are exposed to knowledge and content originating both in academic and non-academic outlets. Results have implications for theory and practice regarding the science-practice gap and a consideration of students as stakeholders, the conceptualization and measurement of scholarly impact and the design of academic performance management and reward systems, and choices regarding what knowledge academics create and disseminate.
For management professors, a clear way to have scholarly impact is through knowledge transfer (i.e., KT; Doh, 2009) . KT refers to the dissemination of valuable information to relevant stakeholders (e.g., Argote & Ingram, 2000) . Moreover, academics' ability to create and disseminate relevant knowledge that addresses important questions concerns not only management professors, but also business school deans, department chairs, and the general public (Adler & Harzing, 2009; Doh, 2009) . As an indicator of scholarly impact, KT has traditionally and most commonly been operationalized as the number of times a given journal, paper, or author is cited in academic journals (Adler & Harzing, 2009; Aguinis, Shapiro, Antonacopoulou, & Cummings, 2014; Aguinis, Suárez-González, Lannelongue, & Joo, 2012) .
Although clearly informative, useful, and certainly necessary, traditional measures of scholarly impact have been applied almost exclusively to internal KT; that is, transfer between academics via scholarly journals. As stated by Aguinis et al. We thank Steven Charlier and three Academy of Management Learning and Education reviewers for offering highly constructive feedback that allowed us to improve our article substantially.
A previous version of this article was presented at the Management Education and Development (MED) Plenary Session showcasing the four finalists for the MED Best Paper Award at the meetings of the Academy of Management (Chicago, 2018) . Also, a much shorter version excluding all tables was published in the 2018 Academy of Management Best Paper Proceedings.
(2014: 624), " [t] he majority of inquiry on scholarly impact has focused almost exclusively on one particular stakeholder and one type of measure: academics and citations." In other words, the operationalization of KT as citations in scholarly journals does not necessarily consider the scholarly impact of research on other critical stakeholders such as students (Aguinis et al., 2012; Birkinshaw, Lecouna, & Barwise, 2016; Frost & Taylor, 1996) .
Our article embraces a pluralistic approach to defining and assessing scholarly impact by examining KT as an external in addition to internal exchange. In doing so, we ask: "Is internal scholarly impact similar to external scholarly impact?" To answer this question, we build upon but move beyond traditionally used conceptualizations, measures, and implications of KT by investigating what sources (e.g., scholarly journals, edited books, popular-press publications); individual items (i.e., articles, book chapters); and authors and their universities are impactful in some of the most widely used introductory management textbooks. This novel approach to KT asks whether the knowledge that researchers produce reaches management students-stakeholders who are end-users of scholarly knowledge.
Unlike journal articles, which are primarily exchanged within specialized research communities, textbooks influence the knowledge base of large numbers of students who are future practitioners. Also, because most business school students, and particularly management majors, enroll in an introductory organizational behavior (OB), human resource management (HRM), strategic management (SM), or general management (GM) course during their undergraduate studies, textbooks are their first in-depth exposure to the field of management and its micro (i.e., OB and HRM) and macro (SM) perspectives. As noted by Cummings and Bridgman (2016: 252) , "textbooks play an essential role in codifying and disseminating the foundations and limits of a field." Moreover, an examination of textbooks in the context of external scholarly impact is particularly relevant because practitioners rarely read academic journal articles. For example, Rynes, Colbert, and Brown (2002) found that fewer than 1% of human resource management practitioners reported that they usually read articles published in Journal of Applied Psychology or Personnel Psychology.
Our article is structured as follows: We first provide a brief review of the KT literature and trace the introduction and application of scholarly impact conceptualizations and measures. We attest that because KT is typically evaluated via internal exchange, scholarly impact on other stakeholders, particularly in management education, remains largely unknown. We then offer a novel perspective and broader assessment on the state of KT and scholarly impact by analyzing citations in 38 introductory management textbooks. We emphasize that our approach is not a zero-sum game in which external scholarly impact is achieved at the expense of internal scholarly impact or vice versa. On the contrary, our goal is to broaden the conceptualization and assessment of KT while improving our understanding of scholarly impact. Specifically, by analyzing citations extracted from introductory textbooks, we draw implications for theory and practice regarding the science-practice gap and a consideration of students as stakeholders, the conceptualization and measurement of scholarly impact and the design of academic performance management and reward systems, and choices regarding what knowledge academics create and disseminate.
SCHOLARLY IMPACT AND KNOWLEDGE TRANSFER
Within the field of management, KT is most commonly studied in the form of scholarly impact, which is typically operationalized as the number of citations in subsequently published academic journals (Aguinis et al., 2012 . Scholarly impact can be applied at many levels of analysis to understand the influence of a given article, the contribution of a given scholar, the prestige of a given journal, and the reputation of a given universityall through citation counts in academic journals (Ryazanova, McNamara, & Aguinis, 2017) . Indeed, this metric is particularly appropriate when measuring internal KT (i.e., impact on the academic community). However, as noted by Aguinis et al. (2012) and Shapiro (2017) , this metric does not adequately capture external KT-scholarly impact on stakeholders other than researchers. So, there is a need to expand the conceptual definition and measurement of scholarly impact so that KT can be more broadly understood and placed into policies and practices such as faculty performance management and reward systems (Bailey, 2006) .
The Science-Practice Gap
An issue directly related to the conceptualization of scholarly impact is the science-practice gap, which is a disconnect between the knowledge that researchers are producing and the knowledge that practitioners are consuming (Cascio & Aguinis, 2008; Jackson, Schuler, & Jiang, 2014; Rynes, 2007) . Concern regarding the science-practice gap is not new and has been a matter of discomfort in the academy for some time (e.g., Anderson, 2007; Bartunek & Rynes, 2014; Hambrick, 1994; Pettigrew, 2011; Pfeffer & Fong, 2002) . In fact, several former Academy of Management presidents have referred to this gap in their presidential addresses (e.g., DeNisi, 2010; Hambrick, 1994; Hitt, 1998; Mowday, 1997) .
The causes for the science-practice gap can be understood from the dual perspective of (a) the type of knowledge that is created (Kelemen & Bansal, 2002) ; and (b) the ability to translate that knowledge for different stakeholders (Rousseau & McCarthy, 2007; Shapiro, Kirkman, & Courtney, 2007; van de Ven & Johnson, 2006) . The issue of knowledge creation is a relevance problem (i.e., management scholarship may not be producing relevant content for practitioners; Kelemen & Bansal, 2002) . On the other hand, the issue of knowledge translation is a communication problem (i.e., management scholarship may not be translated into a useful format for external stakeholders). Thus, the science-practice gap is a dual issue related to both knowledge production and knowledge translation, and these problems are certainly not mutually exclusive (Rynes, Bartunek, & Daft, 2001) .
In academic contexts, journal articles are the primary means of knowledge creation (Phelps, Heidl, & Wadhwa, 2012; Seibert, Kacmar, Kraimer, Downes, & Noble, 2017) . Also, citations of those articles in academic articles provide useful information about internal KT (Seibert et al., 2017) . In contrast, introductory OB, HRM, SM, and GM textbooks are an external KT and translation mechanism used to communicate knowledge created by scholars (senders) to students (receivers; Birkinshaw et al., 2016) . Textbooks seek to organize and disseminate the knowledge that is created to non-experts, and are the primary means through which academic research is transferred to students. By integrating a discipline using relevant academic research (Stambaugh & Quinn Trank, 2010) , textbooks play a key role in bridging the science-practice gap by translating and transferring relevant knowledge to future practitioners (Peng & Dess, 2010; Rousseau & McCarthy, 2007; Stambaugh & Quinn Trank, 2010) . In short, citations in textbooks provide information about the knowledge that is being transferred to students (Clegg & RossSmith, 2003) .
The Science-Practice Gap and Students as Key External Stakeholders
Concerns regarding the science-practice gap have mostly been conceptualized as a breakdown in KT between the academic and practitioner (i.e., managerial and executive) communities. But, there is one key stakeholder community that has not been widely recognized as being affected by KT: Students. Students are clearly a critical subject of KT because, upon launching a professional career, they carry with them the ideas and practices they have learned, and this knowledge has real-world application to their work. Thus, students are critical end-users of the knowledge generated by scholars. Expanding the concept of scholarly impact to consider students as stakeholders allows for a broader understanding of KT to practitioners because students are, effectively, "practitioners in training."
Rewarding Scholarly Impact
Arguably one of the most important applications of the traditional measures of scholarly impact is in designing performance management and reward systems for researchers. The performance management systems of many universities-especially research-oriented ones-have increasingly relied on citation metrics based on articles published in scholarly journals when conducting performance evaluations and distributing rewards such as tenure, promotion, teaching reductions, and financial rewards (e.g., summer funding, titled professorships, research accounts; see Ashkanasy, 2010; Butler, Delaney, & Spoelstra, 2017; Byington & Felps, 2017; Gomez-Mejia & Balkin, 1992; Nosek, Spies, & Motyl, 2012) . In addition, citations can also help people receive job offers at other universities, and help universities identify and recruit professors who meet specific staffing needs for grants, research centers, and other initiatives. Moreover, this measurement of scholarly impact influences the rankings of academic programs and even entire universities (Adler & Harzing, 2009; Morgeson & Nahrgang, 2008; Ryazanova et al., 2017) .
In addition to university reward systems, many types of profession-wide rewards (e.g., best paper awards, scholar of the year awards, granting of fellow designations in the Academy of Management and other academic associations) are also usually based on internal KT. Clearly, there are some exceptions such as the Academy of Management Practice Impact Award, which recognizes outstanding scholars who have had an impact on managerial and organizational practices. In addition, many researchers receive additional rewards in the form of compensation based on their successful practitioner-oriented activities such as royalties, compensated speaking engagements, and consulting opportunities. Again, we emphasize that internal scholarly impact is important and necessary. But to the extent that university performance management systems limit the assessment of scholarly impact exclusively to internal stakeholders and underrecognize external impact, there may be a series of unintended consequences for knowledge creation and dissemination.
Choices of What Knowledge to Create and Disseminate
One consequence of the exclusive reliance on traditional measures of scholarly impact is that it can detrimentally affect knowledge creation and dissemination, which are the two drivers of the science-practice gap. If scholars are rewarded exclusively based on their scholarly impact on other researchers, they have less incentive to create and disseminate knowledge that is of interest to stakeholders other than academics. In general, relying solely on a single-source measure of scholarly impact, whichever that may be, to allocate rewards for faculty is a powerful force that can lead to tunnel vision and the classic "rewarding-Awhile-hoping-for-B" effect (Kerr, 1975) . Thus, the practice of measuring KT exclusively through traditional measures of scholarly impact has many critics who bemoan its effect on the elevation of the profession, the strategic direction of the field and business schools, and professors' choice of intellectual paths (Bedeian, Taylor, & Miller, 2010; Muller, 2018; Shapiro, 2017; Shapiro & Kirkman, 2018) .
PRESENT STUDY AND RESEARCH QUESTIONS
Our study empirically assesses knowledge transfer by offering a pluralist and broader conceptualization and assessment of scholarly impact in management education. Overall, our study sought to answer the following overarching question: "Is internal impact similar to external impact?" More specifically, we sought to answer the following questions about knowledge transfer and the relative impact of sources, individual articles and book chapters, and authors in management education:
Research Question 1 (sources): Are the most impactful sources in textbooks also the most impactful academic journals as indicated by traditional measures of impact? In other words, what is the relationship between a journal's influence on management education as indicated by citations in textbooks and a journal's influence on other research as indicated by citations in journals?
Research Question 2 (items): Which are the most impactful individual articles and book chapters in management education (i.e., textbooks)? What proportion of these items are reviews and how does this compare to the published academic literature?
Research Question 3 (items): Among the most impactful published items in management education, what is the proportion of scholarly journal articles compared to book chapters and other types of articles? What is the relationship between an article's influence on management education as indicated by citations in textbooks and its influence on other research as indicated by citations received by these individual articles in journals?
Research Question 4 (authors): Are the most impactful authors in textbooks also the most impactful researchers as indicated by internal measures of scholarly impact? In other words, what is the relationship between authors' influence on management education as indicated by the number of citations in textbooks and their influence on other research as indicated by their citations in academic journals?
Research Question 5 (universities): What is the university affiliation of the most impactful authors in management education in OB, HRM, SM, and GM?
To answer the aforementioned questions, we adopted a bibliometric methodological approach (Zupic &Čater, 2015) . Specifically, we measured which sources (e.g., journals, popular-press periodicals), published items (e.g., articles, book chapters), and authors and their affiliations are most frequently cited in widely used OB, HRM, SM, and GM textbooks. We chose OB (about 5,900 members) and HRM (about 3,100 members) because they are the largest and fourth-largest divisions of the Academy of Management (AOM). Also, OB and HRM represent the microfocus of management research. In addition, we chose SM because it represents the second-largest AOM division (Strategy, about 5,200 members) and its interests include macrotopics by emphasizing the organization, industry, and state/country levels of analysis. Finally, we chose GM because of its focus on a broad variety of topics including organizations, management and processes, and the interaction of an organization with other organizations, the environment, and society. Examining GM textbooks thus provides a view of KT that takes into account both micro-and macrodomains.
Results from our study have implications for understanding KT using a more pluralist lens. For example, to address concerns regarding the science-practice gap in management (Banks, Pollack, Bochantin, Kirkman, Whelpley, & O'Boyle, 2016; Jackson et al., 2014; Rynes, 2007) , we assessed the degree to which textbooks cite academic and non-academic sources. Regarding different KT channels, we assessed whether the sources and authors who are influential on other researchers have a similarly high impact on the knowledge received by students. Specifically, we compared the most frequently cited academic journals in textbooks to their influence on other peer-reviewed articles as indicated by their corresponding journal impact factor (i.e., average number of citations received by articles in a given journal). We also compared the most frequently cited authors in textbooks to their Web of Science (WoS) citations (i.e., number of citations authors receive in academic sources). If the most frequently cited academic sources and scholars in textbooks are not similar to those cited most often by other journals, this would provide evidence that measures of KT used to determine academic rewards, such as a journal's impact factor or an academic's WoS citation count, may be psychometrically deficient (i.e., a measure does not cover the entire impact construct in a comprehensive manner; Aguinis, Henle, & Ostroff, 2001) . In other words, using citations in academic journals to reward KT is informative and needed regarding internal scholarly impact, but may not provide information regarding scholarly impact on student stakeholders. Finally, we also examined the affiliation of the most cited authors in textbooks because by grouping authors based on affiliation, we are able to learn which universities are more or less impactful, collectively, on external stakeholders. This is useful information in relationship to the strategic goals and direction of various institutions.
METHOD Textbook Selection Criteria
We identified the most popular and widely used undergraduate-level textbooks in OB, HRM, SM, and GM by using four steps adapted from Aguinis, Ramani, Campbell, Bernal-Turnes, Drewry, and Edgerton's (2017) methodology in their examination of industrial-organizational psychology textbooks. First, we searched the "Textbook" section of Amazon.com, the world's largest retailer (Li, 2015) , and one of the largest retailers of textbooks (Mosendz, 2014) . We conducted individual searches using the subject area as a keyword (e.g., "organizational behavior textbook," "strategic management textbook"). We excluded any results that were not specifically formulated as textbooks. In addition, keeping in mind our focus on management education and Academy of Management Learning & Education's (AMLE) mission and primary readership, we excluded results from other fields such as finance, accounting, or marketing, as well as those that focused on narrower subfields such as business law, ethics, and leadership. Because the number of editions published is a measure of accumulated influence of a textbook, initially we only included books that were in at least their second edition. This process generated 32 textbooks. As a second step, we queried 25 faculty members at a large private MidAtlantic U.S. university for the textbook they use in their introductory undergraduate OB, HRM, SM, and GM classes. We cross-referenced responses with the list we had compiled through Amazon.com, and found that all the textbooks mentioned were already on our list. As a third step, we examined the recommended OB, HRM, SM, and GM undergraduate textbook lists at a different large Mid-Atlantic university (public), a large Mid-Western university (private), and a large Southwestern university (public) (based on the Carnegie classification system, all three schools are in the group labeled "Doctoral Universities: Highest Research Activity"). After examining the information for the first two universities, we found that most of the recommended textbooks were already included on our list. However, we uncovered four additional textbooks, two of which were in their first edition. We added these, taking our total to 36 textbooks. Upon examining the listings for the third university (located in the Southwest region of the US), we reached saturation (Aguinis, H., & Solarino, A. M. In press; Glaser & Strauss, 1967) , and found no additional recommended textbooks not already included on our list.
As a fourth and final step, we conducted a search of the listserv archives from the year 2010 through 2016 of the OB, HRM, SM (formerly BPS), and Organizational and Management Theory (OMT) divisions of AOM. These listservs are often used to share information and seek advice from fellow instructors and represent a rich source of peer recommendations. For each listserv, we searched the archives using the keywords "textbook," "textbooks," and "book." Although most entries listed textbooks that were already on our list, we found two new textbooks that received endorsements from listserv members, which were both in their first edition. Because these books received multiple endorsements, we added them to our list, bringing the number of textbooks included in our study to a total of 38 as follows: 9 in GM, 8 in HRM, 13 in OB, and 8 in SM (Appendix A in the online supplement includes the list of 38 textbooks). In short, based on these procedures, we are confident that the 38 textbooks included in our study are the most popular and have the broadest reach across different types of universities.
Measure of Scholarly Impact in Management Education (i.e., External Impact)
Textbook citations. Our first step was to scan the endnotes and references for each of the 38 textbooks into pdf files using a high-resolution scanner. To make the data searchable, we conducted an optical character recognition operation using Adobe Acrobat Pro software. Next, we created a transcription template in Excel to capture the data from each pdf file, and a detailed guide on how to transcribe different entries (e.g., book chapters vs. journal articles). For each entry in endnotes or references, we extracted the following information: last name(s) of author(s); first and middle initial(s) of author(s); year of publication; title of article/book chapter/ publication (as applicable); and journal/book/ source. We counted multiple entries of the same item (e.g., journal article) in the same textbook only once.
Next, we used 21 coders to create our database. The coders were the second, third, fourth, and fifth authors, as well as 17 freelancers whom we recruited from the Internet freelancing website Upwork.com (see Aguinis & Lawal, 2013 , for a review of Internet freelancing). To select Upwork coders, we provided potential freelancers with an abbreviated list of references from one of the textbooks and asked them to submit a sample transcription. We reviewed this sample and clarified questions and errors. We hired the freelancers who successfully completed the sample transcription on an hourly basis. All coders received a copy of the transcription guide that provided examples of how to code different entries, the references for one of the textbooks, and an Excel file template in which to enter the transcribed data.
During transcription, we corrected obvious errors in the textbooks' references sections (e.g., De Dreu, Carsten K. W. listed as De Drew, Carsten K. W.).
Once the coders completed transcription of their assigned textbook, they submitted an Excel file with the transcribed data. The second author then conducted a preliminary accuracy and quality-control check by randomly inspecting the transcription of 10% of all entries. If a discrepancy was found in the submitted data file compared to the textbook's references list, the coder was asked to recheck the Excel file and correct discrepancies. Most of these errors were due to the inability of the optical character recognition software to distinguish between letters (e.g., Yukl, G. scanned as Yuki, G.). In total, the coders invested approximately 3,000 hours to transcribe the data from the pdf files into Excel.
The second, third, and fifth authors (who had each coded some of the textbooks) independently coded a common sample of entries from OB, HRM, GM, and SM textbooks. We compared the coding using a simple matching function in Excel to determine intercoder reliability. In all, we coded 870 entries and found two discrepancies, for an error rate of 0.23%. Next, after the data for each of the 38 textbooks were quality-checked, we concatenated the individual Excel files into a single, master database. Once we had a single file including all data, we conducted yet another round of quality checks by inspecting randomly selected entries from each textbook coded by the freelancers. In all, we inspected 300 entries during this process, and found 7 errors, for an error rate of 2.33%.
Although we conducted extensive checks, as described above, given the size of our database, it is possible that some spelling errors may exist in some author names (i.e., last names and first and middle initials). However, given our accuracy-check procedures, these errors are likely to be minimal and therefore unlikely to change our substantive conclusions.
Our final database of the endnotes and references for all 38 textbooks contains 49,742 rows of information, including individual items with multiple citations each. The database contains 33,719 unique published items (e.g., articles, book chapters), drawn from 7,445 unique sources (e.g., journals, books), and authored by 32,981 unique individuals with at least one citation each. Obviously, many of the items have multiple coauthors. So, cumulatively, these 32,981 unique authors are cited a total of 89,044 times when counting all the coauthors for each item in the database.
Measure of Scholarly Impact on Research (i.e., Internal Impact)
Web of Science (WoS) citations. We used the WoS database to gather information on citations regarding internal scholarly impact. For journals, we used their 5-year impact factor scores (i.e., the average number of times articles published in the past 5 years have been cited in the most recent Journal Citation Report [JCR] year). For individual articles, we used the actual number of WoS citations accrued by each item. For authors, we used the total number of WoS citations accrued by each author.
The use of WoS to conduct author searches poses some challenges (Aguinis et al., 2012; Podsakoff, MacKenzie, Podsakoff, & Bachrach, 2008) . One challenge is that the WoS search is limited to last name and first and middle initials. This challenge may lead to false positives whereby citations may incorrectly be attributed to an author when the WoS search refers to another one with the same last name and first and middle initials. We addressed this challenge by confirming the match between the intended author's affiliation (i.e., department and university) and field (e.g., business vs. physics). When possible, we considered authors who have changed affiliations by examining their CVs (if available online) or their personal and faculty websites. A second challenge is that some authors used different names in different articles (e.g., one initial vs. two, different last name). We addressed this challenge by using different variations of authors' names (e.g., search based on one initial only, two initials together). Despite these efforts, we were unable to clearly distinguish one of the most cited authors (out of 352 unique authors). To avoid possible bias in our results, we eliminated the author (Robert J. Grossman) from relevant calculations.
Another issue to consider is that different citation indices such as WoS, Google Scholar, and Scopus vary in terms of the scope and nature of the content indexed (Ball & Tunger, 2006; García-Pérez, 2010; Harzing & Alakangas, 2016; Kousha & Thelwall, 2008; Meho & Yang, 2007; Mongeon & Paul-Hus, 2016) . For example, Kousha and Thelwall (2008) found that compared to WoS, Google Scholar reported citations from a larger set of journals, especially those that are open-access (e.g., PloS One). However, studies comparing WoS with other citation indices in different fields such as computer science (Zhao & Logan, 2002) , natural sciences (Pauly & Stergiou, 2005) , and psychology (Diener, Oishi, & Park, 2014) concluded that results from different citation indices covary considerably (Meho & Yang, 2007) . Overall, WoS remains a widely used measure of academic impact and contains the fewest errors (Garcia-Perez, 2010) . Accordingly, and in keeping with the method used by others (e.g., Aguinis et al., 2012; Aguinis, Ramani, & Villamor, in press; Podsakoff et al., 2008) , we relied on WoS citations as our measure of scholarly impact on research.
Control Variables
Based on recommendations regarding the use of control variables (Bernerth & Aguinis, 2016) , we included the number of years since the cited authors received their doctoral degrees as a statistical control in certain analyses. We did so because a greater number of years since the degree was received provides the author more time to accumulate citations (Aguinis et al., 2012) . We also included author's gender and the prestige of their university as additional control variables in some of the analyses (Aguinis, Ji, & Joo, 2018) but, as described later, results remained unchanged, so we report results without these two controls.
RESULTS
We describe results following the sequence of our five research questions. Before we do so, we offer four clarifications.
First, as has been documented in the past, citations follow a heavy-tailed distribution (Aguinis, Ramani et al., in press; Joo, Aguinis, & Bradley, 2017; Podsakoff et al., 2008) . In other words, there is a minority of sources, articles/books chapters, and authors that account for a disproportionately large amount of citations. So, analyses and results based on an increasingly long list of entries are not informative because the number of citations decreases asymptotically and very quickly (usually to single digits). Accordingly, we based our analyses on the top-50 sources and articles (including ties), and the top-100 authors (including ties). 1 Second, because citations are not normally distributed, we implemented statistical procedures that do not assume normality. Specifically, although Pearson's r is the most frequently used correlational 1 Note that conducting analyses based on samples smaller than the ones we chose would not yield sufficient statistical power to answer our questions with confidence. For example, if N 5 29, the population correlation coefficient would have to be at least r 5 .50 to find a statistically significant result in the sample at the a 5 .05 level.
test, results can be biased when variables are from distributions with heavy tails (Bishara & Hittner, 2012; de Winter, Gosling, & Potter, 2016) . So we used the Spearman correlation r s (de Winter et al., 2016) rather than Pearson's correlation. In addition, ordinaryleast-squares (OLS) regression relies on the normality of residuals assumption, which is also violated in the presence of heavy-tailed distributions (Aguinis & O'Boyle, 2014) . Accordingly, we implemented additive unrestricted nonparametric multiple regression (Hayfield & Racine, 2008; Wood, 2011) .
Third, there is increased awareness of the detrimental effects of endogeneity, particularly when there are inferences about causal relations between variables, as described by Clougherty, Duso, and Muck (2016) . Endogeneity would be a concern if we claimed that internal scholarly impact causes external scholarly impact or vice versa. But, our goal is to examine whether there is a relationship between internal and external citations, not establish a causal link between them. Also, regarding the potential threat of endogeneity due to selection bias, our targeted population includes those sources, articles, and authors that have at least a degree of external scholarly impact. This is precisely why we started our data collection process with the selection of samples that are cited in textbooks. This process does not lead to "selection bias" because we were not interested in sources, articles, and authors that are not cited in textbooks at all (i.e., those with zero external scholarly impact).
2 Fourth, to facilitate future research as well as follow-up comparisons and analyses, and based on recently recommended guidelines about datasharing (Aguinis, Ramani, & Alabduljader, 2018; Aguinis & Solarino, in press), we make our entire database available upon request to be used for different purposes. For example, a user of our database may be interested in learning about the relative scholarly impact of two specific journals, or a journal compared to a popular-press source. Another user may be interested in comparing the scholarly impact of two or more articles by the same or different authors. And, yet another user (e.g., department chair or dean, faculty member who will be considered for promotion) may be interested in comparing the relative scholarly impact of two authors within or across universities. Moreover, making our entire database available will also allow users to compare two or more particular universities-or even countries or regions of the world-by grouping authors based on their affiliation.
Research Question 1
Internal and external scholarly impact of sources. To answer the question of whether the most impactful sources in textbooks are also equally impactful in journals, we first identified the most cited sources in textbooks (e.g., academic journals, edited books). Results regarding the most cited sources are in Table 1 for OB, Table 2 for HRM, Table 3 for SM, and Table 4 for GM. Tables S1 (OB), S2 (HRM), S3 (SM), and S4 (GM) in the online supplement include additional entries. Results based on the top-50 most cited sources (as included in Tables S1-S4) show that 46% are nonacademic in GM and HRM, and this value was about 27% in OB, and about 25% in SM.
Then we calculated the correlation between the number of times a source is cited in textbooks and a source's 5-year impact factor (note that practitioner sources do not have an impact factor, so these were not included in the calculation of these correlations). Both of these measures are at the source level of analysis (i.e., journal). Spearman correlations were r s (37) 5 .32, p 5 .052 for OB textbooks; r s (27) 5 .31, p 5 .111 for HRM textbooks; r s (38) 5 .46, p 5 .003 for SM textbooks; and r s (27) 5 .28, p 5 .161 for GM textbooks. Squaring these correlations indicates that the average variance overlap across the four types of textbooks was 12.21%. The largest overlap between sources that are cited most frequently in journals and sources that are cited most frequently in textbooks is in SM (i.e., 21% variance overlap), and the overlap for OB, HRM, and GM textbooks is not statistically different from zero.
Research Questions 2 and 3
Internal and external scholarly impact of articles and book chapters. Research Question 2 asked about the most impactful individual items in textbooks. Results including the most cited articles and book chapters are included in Table 5 for OB, Table 6 for HRM, Table 7 for SM, and Table 8 for GM. Tables  S5 (OB) , S6 (HRM), S7(SM), and S8 (GM) in the online supplement include additional entries on which we based our analyses.
Also regarding Question 2, many frequently cited items in textbooks are reviews, and therefore, we examined this issue more closely.
3 Overall, 23.96%
of the most cited articles in textbooks as listed in Tables S5-S8 are reviews. Then, to make a comparison, we examined the proportion of reviews in the published academic literature by analyzing all articles published from 2015 through 2017 in six journals: Academy of Management Journal, Human Resource Management, Journal of Applied Psychology, Journal of Management, Personnel Psychology, and Strategic Management Journal. We chose these six journals as they provide information regarding each of the four fields (i.e., OB, HRM, SM, and GM) in our study, and are among the top-five most cited academic sources in textbooks in their respective Note: OB 5 Organizational Behavior. Sources are ranked by number of citations in Organizational Behavior textbooks. Sources with equal numbers of citations are ranked alphabetically and assigned the same rank. Sources are classified as "Academic" if they are included in the Web of Science Journal Citations Report (JCR) database. Impact factor refers to 2017 5-year impact factor as reported in JCR (i.e. calculated by dividing the number of current year citations to the source items published in that journal during the previous five years). The entire database including all 3,986 sources is available upon request. na 5 Not Applicable.
a Citation counts for these sources are the sum of both titles of the journal.
domains (although we excluded one of the most cited sources, Academy of Management Review, because it does not publish literature reviews or empirical research). 4 Results showed that review articles accounted for 7.90% of all articles in the published academic literature, which is considerably lower than the average of 23.96% review articles found in textbooks.
Regarding Question 3, which asked about the proportion of individual items that are academic in nature, we found that, on average, peer-reviewed scholarly articles comprised approximately 89% of the most cited individual items. In terms of specific fields, they comprised 87% (83 of 95) of the most frequently cited articles and book chapters in OB; 86% (136 of 159) in HRM; 96% (54 of 56) in SM; and 86% (74 of 86) in GM textbooks. So all textbooks are heavily influenced by scholarly publications. We also collected information on the number of WoS citations for each individual item. Note that both Note: HRM 5 Human Resource Management. Sources are ranked by number of citations in Human Resource Management textbooks. Sources with equal numbers of citations are ranked alphabetically and assigned the same rank. Sources are classified as "Academic" if they are included in the Web of Science Journal Citations Report (JCR) database. Impact factor refers to 2017 5-year impact factor as reported in JCR (i.e. calculated by dividing the number of current year citations to the source items published in that journal during the previous five years). The entire database including all 1,810 sources is available upon request. na 5 Not Applicable.
citations in textbooks and WoS citations are measured at the item (i.e., article) level of analysis. In other words, we collected the actual number of WoS citations accrued by each article rather than using the journal in which each article was published as a proxy because a journal's impact factor is a very imperfect measure of the impact of individual articles (Starbuck, 2005 
Research Questions 4 and 5
Internal and external scholarly impact of authors and universities. To answer Questions 4 and 5, we first identified the top-100 (including ties) most cited authors in OB, HRM, SM, and GM textbooks. Results are included in Table 9 for OB, Table 10 for  HRM, Table 11 for SM, and Table 12 for GM. Tables  S9 (OB) , S10 (HRM), S11 (SM), and S12 (GM) in the online supplement include additional entries.
As a first step in answering this question, we computed the correlation between citations in textbooks and WoS citations. The Spearman correlations between the number of times an author is cited in As a second step to assess the relationship between textbook and WoS citations for authors, we conducted an additive unrestricted nonparametric multiple regression using the np and mgcv packages in R (Hayfield & Racine, 2008; Wood, 2011) Note: GM 5 General Management. Sources are ranked by number of citations in General Management textbooks. Sources with equal numbers of citations are ranked alphabetically and assigned the same rank. Sources are classified as "Academic" if they are included in the Web of Science Journal Citations Report (JCR) database. Impact factor refers to 2017 5-year impact factor as reported in JCR (i.e. calculated by dividing the number of current year citations to the source items published in that journal during the previous five years). The entire database including all 2,635 sources is available upon request. na 5 Not Applicable.
ΔF(2, 109) 5 12.858, p , .0001, ΔR 2 5 .504. For GM authors, b 5 .000, ΔF(2, 58) 5 1.243, p 5 .062, ΔR 2 5 .102. Results were quite similar in terms of variance explained compared to analyses based on Spearman correlations for OB (i.e., 13% overlap). Results showed a non-zero overlap regarding HRM (i.e., 23%), SM (i.e., 50%), but it was statistically indistinguishable from zero for GM. To learn which universities have the most scholarly impact based on the affiliation of the most impactful authors, we examined the affiliation of each of the most cited authors included in Tables S9 through S12 in the online supplement (recall that Tables 9-12 include shorter versions of these lists). The schools with which the most cited authors (excluding authors who are now deceased) in OB, HRM, SM, and GM textbooks are affiliated are listed in Table 13 . Michigan State is at the top of the OB and HRM lists and Harvard is at the top of the SM and GM lists.
DISCUSSION
Our examination of scholarly impact in management education based on 7,445 unique sources, 33,719 unique articles and book chapters, and 32,981 authors cited in 38 OB, HRM, SM, and GM textbooks provides an expanded approach for evaluating knowledge transfer. In turn, these insights have implications for the science-practice gap and a consideration of students as stakeholders, the conceptualization and measurement of knowledge transfer and the design of academic performance management and reward systems, and choices regarding what knowledge academics create and disseminate. By utilizing textbook citations as a novel conceptualization and measure of external KT and scholarly impact, our results offer a complementary and expanded view of the influence of scholarship and lead to several implications, as we describe next. 
Implications for the Science-Practice Gap and Students as Stakeholders
Results based on the top-50 most frequently cited sources in textbooks showed that the percentage of non-academic sources is about 46% in GM and HRM textbooks, 27% in OB textbooks, and 25% in SM textbooks. Moreover, there are non-academic sources among the top-5 most cited sources in GM (e.g., Wall Street Journal is #1 and Bloomberg BusinessWeek is #3), HRM (e.g., HR Magazine is #3 and Wall Street Journal is #4), OB (e.g., Bloomberg BusinessWeek is #5), and SM (e.g., Wall Street Journal is #3 and Bloomberg BusinessWeek is #5). These results are encouraging regarding the science-practice gap because they show that although textbooks rely mostly on knowledge published in academic sources, they also rely on non-academic sources. As such, these results are a far cry from concerns about a science-practice gap because they suggest that students, who are for the most part future practitioners, are exposed to knowledge and content originating in both academic and non-academic outlets. In terms of specific publications, Journal of Applied Psychology is the #1 most frequently cited source in OB and HRM textbooks, Strategic Management Journal is the #1 cited source in SM, and Academy of Management Journal is the mostcited academic source in GM (#4, after Wall Street Journal, Harvard Business Review, and Bloomberg BusinessWeek). Again, these results point to a possible narrowing of the science-practice gap because students are receiving knowledge published in what are usually considered some of the most prestigious and scientifically rigorous academic journals among OB, HRM, SM, and GM researchers.
In terms of individual items, peer-reviewed scholarly articles comprised approximately 86% of the most frequently cited articles and book chapters in OB, HRM, and GM, and 96% in SM textbooks. These results indicate that students are predominantly exposed to knowledge created by researchers. And, because articles appearing in textbooks reach a large number of students, our results again provide encouraging evidence that management research seems to have a broad impact on future practitioners.
Another result regarding individual items that has implications for the science-practice gap is that about 24% of the most-cited articles in textbooks are literature reviews. In contrast, we found that approximately 8% of all articles published in the academic literature are reviews. This result shows that textbooks are indeed serving the role of knowledge disseminators because of their focus on articles that offer research syntheses. In other words, it seems that in some instances knowledge may be created in some earlier work, then re-packaged for an academic audience in a literature review, and finally, cited in textbooks. Note: WoS 5 Web of Science. na 5 Not Applicable. Book citations 5 number of textbooks citing each article. Articles are ranked by number of citations in General Management textbooks. Articles with equal numbers of citations are ranked alphabetically and assigned the same rank. Sources are classified as "Academic" if they are included in the Web of Science Journal Citations Report (JCR) database. The entire database including all 11,407 articles is available upon request. Web of Science citation counts are as of July 8, 2018.
a We were unable to locate the Web of Citation counts for this article.
Overall, our results also suggest that the sciencepractice gap does not seem to develop during students' undergraduate studies. Rather, it seems that it is likely to form later in the career of management scholars-probably in the course of doctoral-level socialization and training (Cascio & Aguinis, 2008 ). This conclusion is consistent with empirical research showing a moderate relationship between undergraduate-level coursework and subsequent job performance-it seems undergraduate students receive knowledge that is both rigorous and relevant. For example, Roth, BeVier, Switzer, and Schippmann (1996) reported a meta-analytically derived correlation of 0.36 (95% CI [0.30-0.42]) between college education and subsequent job performance for undergraduate students (corrected for measurement reliability in the predictor and criterion and range restriction in the predictor). Ng ) between education level and objective measures of job performance. So, it seems that the knowledge received by undergraduate students is indeed useful in terms of their future job performance.
Implications for Conceptualizing and Measuring Knowledge Transfer and the Design of Academic Performance Management and Reward Systems
In psychometric theory, a measurement instrument is defined as "deficient" when it does not capture the targeted construct or domain in a comprehensive manner (Aguinis et al., 2001) . Our results provide empirical evidence that if the goal is to measure impact on stakeholders other than researchers, conceptualizing, measuring, and rewarding KT exclusively in terms of scholarly impact on other academics is a psychometrically deficient approach. Regarding sources, the Spearman correlation between a journal's 5-year impact factor and the number of citations it received in OB, HRM, and GM textbooks was statistically indistinguishable from zero (but, there was 21% variance overall for SM textbooks). These results suggest that the examination of KT based on a journal's impact factor is not necessarily informative about KT in management education. For example, although journals with high 5-year JCR impact factors (e.g., Academy of Management Journal: 11.25; Journal of Applied Psychology: 7.12) made the list of most cited sources in textbooks, the list also includes journals with substantially lower 5-year JCR impact factors (e.g., Small Group Research: 1.67; Industrial & Labor Relations Review: 2.27), as well as numerous practitioner-oriented and bridging journals (e.g., Organizational Dynamics) and news sources (e.g., Bloomberg BusinessWeek).
Results regarding individual items were consistent with those based on sources. Specifically, Spearman correlations between an article's number of citations in other articles and the number of citations it receives in textbooks was statistically indistinguishable from zero in HRM and GM (but, there was about 12% of variance overlap in OB and 32% of variance overlap in SM). Results of a literature review by Carlson and Herdman (2012) showed that a correlation of at least .70 (i.e., 49% variance overlap) is needed to conclude that two measures assess the same underlying construct (i.e., evidence of convergent validity). Although the correlations were larger for SM and OB, all of the correlations fell below the recommended threshold. Thus, again, knowledge of an individual article's impact on other researchers is not necessarily a valid indicator of the article's impact on management education. Now, consider results for authors and the relationship between their internal and external scholarly impact. Results based on Spearman correlations showed a statistically nonsignificant overlap for GM, 13% for OB, 14% for HRM, and 34% for SM in terms of citations received in textbooks and WoS citations. We also analyzed textbook citations based on WoS citations including years since the doctorate was earned as a control variable by implementing additive unrestricted non-parametric multiple regression. As expected, variance explained increased (but only slightly) given the use of the control variable for HRM (23%) and SM (50%), but results were quite similar for OB (13%) and statistically indistinguishable from zero for GM. Again, these results mean that a researcher's scholarly impact on other researchers, which is a typical and necessary measure used in academic promotion and reward decisions, is not necessarily informative regarding the researcher's scholarly impact on management education. In other words, although informative and necessary, using citations in journals as the exclusive arbiter of rewards for academics may fail to adequately reward academics who are influential on the knowledge received by students. Also, pertaining to our results regarding authors, information included in Tables 9-12 shows that some academics are boundary spanners (Schwarz, Cummings, & Cummings, 2017) because they have a noticeable scholarly impact on both management research and also on management education. So, it seems that some researchers are both knowledge creators as well as knowledge disseminators. Examples include Albert Bandura, Jay B. Barney, Kathleen E. Eisenhardt, Donald Hambrick, Michael A. Hitt, Timothy A. Judge, Gary P. Latham, Edwin A. Locke, Jeffrey Pfeffer, Michael E. Porter, and Frank L. Schmidt, among others. Nevertheless, analyses based on correlation and regression analyses show that most scholars are still struggling to achieve the dual goal of producing and disseminating research that is impactful on diverse audiences.
Our results pertaining to academic institutions summarized in Table 13 show that no institution has scholars who are among the list of the most cited authors in the four domains we examined (i.e., OB, HRM, SM, and GM). Also, this table shows that there are only two non-US universities: INSEAD for SM and National University of Singapore for HRM. In addition, the 136 unique academic institutions with which the most cited authors are affiliated represent a wide variety of academic programs, school sizes, missions, and levels of research focus. Given this heterogeneity among institutions, the continued reliance on an exclusive "one-size-fits-all" measure to design performance management systems does not capture different dimensions of scholarly impact. In addition, some universities seem to have specialized in having scholarly impact on some fields, but not others. For example, researchers from Michigan State University (MSU) are cited more frequently in OB and HRM textbooks than any other university, but MSU researchers are not among those most frequently cited in SM or GM textbooks. As another example, Harvard University is highly influential in terms of OB, SM, and GM textbooks, but it is not among the top 13 universities most influential in HRM. This is useful information for potential employees (i.e., faculty members) as well as students who may not be fully aware that the school they wish or are about to join has specialized impact in a particular domain and not others.
From a theory standpoint, our results emphasize the need for the field of management to broaden "current operationalization's of impact (beyond articles, citations, media mentions)" (Academy of Management, 2017) . Relying exclusively on narrow conceptualizations of KT limits our understanding of the construct of "scholarly impact." While there is a rich literature about KT within and across organizations that examines features such as trust (Levin & Cross, 2004) , unintended obstacles (Davenport & Glaser, 2002) , collaborative networks (Singh, 2005) , social capital (Inkpen & Tsang, 2005) , and team diversity (Cummings, 2004) , theories about the what, when, why, and how of KT within academia are mostly limited to evaluating features of published academic articles (e.g., Judge, Cable, Colbert, & Rynes, 2007; Partington & Jenkins, 2007) and assessing the most impactful scholars within the field of management based on journal citations (Podsakoff et al., 2008) and number of articles (Van Fleet & Bedeian, 2016) . Once again, we emphasize that measures of scholarly impact on research, such as academic citations, are clearly important and necessary because researchers aspire to influence the work of other researchers. But, our results uncovered the need for more pluralist conceptualizations and measures of scholarly impact, as noted by others (Adler & Harzing, 2009; Doh, 2009 ). Broadening our conceptualization and assessment of KT and scholarly impact can help us formulate and answer questions about how the training, socialization, and networks of academic scholars may contribute to their ability to successfully engage in KT with different stakeholders.
Another implication in terms of theory and future research relates to methodological issues. Specifically, in reflecting on his just-concluded term as editorin-chief of AMLE, J. Ben Arbaugh (2013: 121-122) expressed a desire for "AMLE do more to push the methodological envelope." Our article contributes toward this goal by implementing non-parametric analyses, which are not used frequently by AMLE authors. As such, our study demonstrates the possibility and benefits of using alternative data-analytic procedures when the data do not satisfy the usual assumptions.
In terms of practice, the evidence regarding the multidimensional nature of the scholarly impact construct raises questions about how to reward scholarly impact when scholars publish in sources that do not enjoy a high impact factor (which assesses the extent to which a journal is cited in other journals). Specifically, our findings suggest the need to recognize sources that influence the knowledge received by students. For example, practitioneroriented journals, which operate as "knowledgetransfer mechanisms" that bridge the gap between science and practice (Birkinshaw et al., 2016) , are well placed to disseminate knowledge to a broader audience. Therefore, they play an important role in disseminating knowledge and increasing the relevance of the knowledge produced by scholars. Thus, our findings raise an important question: How should we view scholarly impact and assess the prestige of journals such as Business Horizons, California Management Review, MIT Sloan Management Review, and Organizational Dynamics, which are highly cited in textbooks, but not as highly cited in other academic journals? Also, how should we view the scholarly impact of practitioner-oriented sources and news articles cited in textbooks, given that they reach a larger number of external stakeholders compared to many journals traditionally read by other scholars? Further, what does this mean for a professor's career aspirations? A critical implication of our results is the need to measure scholarly impact in line with a university's strategic goals and the particular stakeholders to whom it is most interested in transferring knowledge.
Overall, an important implication for practice of our empirical results is that performance management systems for faculty that include citations in journals exclusively as a criterion for evaluating performance are not necessarily assessing scholarly impact in management education. We are aware that many faculty performance management systems include measures of teaching effectiveness in the form of student evaluations or peer class visits and assessments (Briggs, Workman, & York, 2013) . But, to our knowledge, very few, if any, include measures of KT in management education-as measured by the number of citations in textbooks. If a university is interested in understanding their faculty's scholarly impact in management education, it will be necessary to use measures to supplement citations in journals. In other words, a pluralist assessment that includes, for example, citations in textbooks, will also be necessary to gain a more comprehensive understanding of KTand then make administrative choices and decisions about associated rewards. As a further contribution, our database, which we make available upon request, can be used to search for any of the 32,981 unique authors who have been cited at least once in any of the 38 textbooks as an initial step in terms of understanding each individual's scholarly impact in management education. Although valuable at present, our database will have to be updated in the future, and we hope that funding agencies, accreditation bodies, and other organizations will take on this task-as they do regularly regarding measures of internal impact.
Finally, as is the case with many performance management systems, we should also try to anticipate negative effects of our recommendations (Aguinis, 2019) . For example, we are certainly not recommending a system that encourages "chasing textbook citations," which may actually create larger problems given that it would encourage researchers to repackage rather than create new knowledge. The pluralist system that we propose involves including multiple and not mutually exclusive indicators of scholarly impact to avoid such problems. For example, additional indicators of external impact include participating in executive education, writing popularpress books, engaging with the media, writing cases, delivering presentations to practitioner audiences, and writing articles for practitioner outlets, among others .
Implications for the Choices of What Knowledge to Create and Disseminate
Our results also have implications for the knowledge that academics create and disseminate. First, the finding that there is a weak relationship between traditional measures of scholarly impact (for journals and authors) and the number of citations in textbooks suggests that many scholars are producing knowledge that is mostly of relevance to other academics. Because scholars are primarily rewarded for publishing in top-tier journals, the desire to obtain more and more "A-publications" may motivate scholars to create knowledge that is primarily used by other academics, regardless of whether it will be of use for other stakeholders (Shapiro & Kirkman, 2018 ).
An additional implication of our pluralist conceptualization in terms of the field of management is that there is no need to assume that the individual who makes a novel contribution based on a journal article is also the same person who is cited in textbooks or writes a popular-press article that meaningfully influences practitioners. A pluralist conceptualization implies that there are individuals who are more influential regarding one type of scholarly impact but not necessarily both. We believe that, overall, the field of management can be successful at both creating and transferring knowledge even if some researchers mostly publish in academic journals and others mostly publish in practitioner or bridging journals-assuming the knowledge disseminated is based on the scholarly literature, is accurate, and not just personal opinion. , and zero for GM (i.e., only two articles that were cited by the textbook author in both the textbook and journal articles). Squaring these correlations indicates that the average variance overlap across the four textbook authors was 1.59%. In sum, based on the low degree of overall overlap in variance regarding the extent to which textbook authors cite the same sources (i.e., about 30%), authors (i.e., about 8%), and articles (i.e., about 2%) in their textbooks and also in their own articles indicates that internal compared to external impact is not about who writes the textbook. Rather, results confirmed our conceptualization and previous results that internal and external impact are unique constructs. There are several potential limitations related to our use of citations as a measure of scholarly impact, which also lead to future research directions. First, although the use of citations to determine scholarly impact and influence is a long-standing practice (Starbuck, 2017) , it does not provide precise information about why a particular article was cited (Zupic &Čater, 2015) . We acknowledge this limitation and encourage future research to measure the relevance of a particular citation to scholarly work (Kacmar & Whitfield, 2000) . Also, textbook citations may not fully capture the scholarly impact of original academic research on students. For example, an article published in Academy of Management Journal (i.e., academic journal; AMJ) may influence the thinking of an author whose article is published in Human Resource Management (i.e., bridging journal). But, the Human Resource Management, rather than the AMJ, article may be the one cited in the textbook. Future research could implement a procedure used by Aguinis, Dalton, Bosco, Pierce, and Dalton (2011) called ancestry searching, which involves working from the more contemporary references and tracking their predecessors to assess the extent to which this "citation chain" may be happening. Third, there are additional measures of external impact that could be examined in future research. For example, these include the extent to which a professor participates in executive education, writes popular-press books, has media appearances, and writes in practitioner outlets. Moreover, instructors also include material outside of textbooks in their courses. Fourth, an additional potential limitation is that not all textbook chapters could be assigned readings for students, and it is also possible that only certain pages of chapters could be assigned. To examine this possibility, we searched Google.com for syllabi for introductory OB, HRM, SM, and GM courses using the textbooks included in our study. We used the keywords "syllabus" and "syllabi" along with the name of the textbook, the name of the textbook author, and the name of the field (e.g., "Fundamentals of Management Stephen P. Robbins General Management syllabus"). Each of the syllabi we found explicitly assigned all chapters from the textbook as required reading for students enrolled in the course. A sample of 12 of these syllabi is included in Appendix B in the online supplement. So, although it may be that in some cases instructors assign portions of the textbooks, an examination of syllabi available online indicates that in the vast majority of cases instructors assign the entire book.
LIMITATIONS AND FUTURE RESEARCH DIRECTIONS

CONCLUDING REMARKS
The desire to have an impact on different groups of stakeholders by engaging in KT in the roles of teacher, researcher, or leader is a long-term aspiration of most academics. Given these cherished aspirations, effective KT is a critical issue for faculty who view research as a calling (Brower, 2013) , or even as a sacred activity (Walsh, 2011) , and not simply an event leading to a publishable outcome. Indeed, the multiple elements of the professional mission can be reconciled and integrated to the advantage of all constituencies (Bailey, 2006) . Despite several recent calls to broaden the conceptualization and assessment of KT, most research on this topic has relied exclusively on measuring the number of citations of academic work by other academic work-the extent to which researchers refer to the work of other researchers. Clearly, an assessment of scholarly impact based on citations in academic publications is important and necessary (Aguinis, Ramani, et al., in press ). But, our examination of 38 widely used OB, HRM, SM, and GM textbooks addresses a broader and more pluralist conceptualization of scholarly impact to also examine the knowledge transferred to students, who are future practitioners. Our analyses and results provide insights and implications for scholarly impact in management education because they offer empirical evidence that understanding KT requires a multidimensional approach. Specifically, we found that scholarly impact within the Academy (i.e., on other scholarly work) is not necessarily the same as scholarly impact in management education (i.e., on textbook content). Reliance on the traditional measure of scholarly impact (i.e., citations in select other academic journal articles) to guide academic performance appraisal and management practices is clearly necessary, but there is also a need to expand our understanding of how knowledge is disseminated. We are fully aware that metrics-new or old-can have unintended consequences (Muller, 2018 ), but we hope that our results can serve as a starting point for a reflective and necessary conversation about a more pluralist understanding of KT and scholarly impact on different types of stakeholders who are the potential beneficiaries of the knowledge we produce.
